In a highly influential paper, Burnside and Dollar (2000) conclude that aid promotes growth in the presence of sound policies. With an extended dataset, Easterly, Levine and Roodman (2004) overturn this result. We revisit this highly debated topic by updating the data with an additional 15 years and X countries. Overwhelmingly, our results support ELR. It does not appear that aid is effective at promoting growth even in a good policy environment.
Introduction
conclude that aid can positively influence growth in healthy policy environments, sparking one of most debated topics in development economics and among policymakers. Easterly, Levine and Roodman (2004, henceforth ELR) , using the exact methodology over a larger dataset, overturn BD's findings weakening the significance of the aid-policy-growth relationship.
Since the release of both seminal articles, many academic articles are published on the aid-policy-growth debate: BD (2000) has been cited by 4084 research, ELR (2004) has been cited by 1001 research, and two following up reply and revisiting works of BD (2004) together have been also cited by about 700 research 1 . The debate continues, among the literature, studies with pro-ELR conclusions include Brumm (2003) , Ram (2004 ), Islam (2005 , Rajan and Subramanian (2008) , Minoiu and Reddy (2010) , Doucouliagos and Paldam (2011), Tashrifov (2012) , and Chatelain and Ralf (2014) . However, a number of articles support BD's conclusion (Burnside and Dollar, 2004; Dalgaard, Hansen and Tarp, 2003 2 ; Ali and Isse, 2005; Verschoor and Kalwij, 2006; Alvi, Mukherjee and Shukralla, 2008; Javid and Qayyum, 2011) . Contributing to the ambiguity, Dayton-Johnson and Hoddinott (2003) and Kohama, Sawada and Kono (2004) find mixed results.
With the exception of ELR, these follow-up studies carry out variations of BD's original framework using a variety of alternative approaches including different measures of foreign aid and policies, alternative model specifications (for example, GMM, propensity score matching), a variety of additional control variables and instruments, as well as different country samples and time periods. These differences in methodology may partly explain the ambiguity of the findings.
In this paper, we do not deviate from the specifications and methodology of BD and ELR.
We simply revisit their original work with updated data. 3 There are several reasons to do so.
First, the importance of replicating major findings as new data is available is becoming increasingly important (Dewald et.al 1986) . Replication avoids data manipulation and disagreement over model selection caused by "…usual limitation of choosing a specification without clear guidance from the theory" (ELR 2004, p.774) . Additionally, ELR overturn BD's findings with only four additional years (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) and 6 additional countries. Our dataset includes an additional 19 years (1966-1969 &1998-2012) and 13 (under ELR specification) more countries over ELR. In terms of number of observations, we almost double what ELR has. Appendix 3 provides more details. It is possible that the results may differ once we expand the data.
We replicate the findings from both BD and ELR with updated data using multiple specifications: 1) BD years , BD countries and full sample; 2) ELR years , ELR countries and full sample; 3) extended years , BD countries, ELR countries, and full sample; 4) post-Cold war , BD countries, ELR countries, and full sample. We find that BD's findings are not robust to the updated data. Simply using new data over the same years and countries as BD shows that aid does not promote growth even in a healthy policy environment. Overwhelmingly, our results suggest ELR is correct.
Our work contributes to the long-standing aid-policy-growth academic debate and reminds policymakers that simply providing aid to countries identified as having 'good' policies may not create a 'quick' growth fix. This is especially important in light of the post-2015 Sustainable Development Goals. Our work also relates to the emerging aid effectiveness literature emphasizing that donors should be more selective in allocating aid to countries with better institutions (Paris Declaration, 2005; High Level Forum, 2008; Easterly and Pfutze, 2008) . The interaction term is insignificant in all specifications. This holds when we expand to our full country sample. In Table 1 , Panel B, we update ELR's specifications. The interaction term is never positive and significant supporting ELR's original results. In one specification (new data, ELR countries), the interaction term is actually negative and slightly significant.
Empirical Methodology
The most striking finding from this replication is that BD's result disappears only by updating the data but not changing the year or country selection.
[Insert Table 2] In Table 2 , we extend the model to our full time period, 1962-2012 (with a one period lag, 1962-1966 [Insert Table 3] Lastly, in Table 3 
Conclusion
In this paper, we extend the BD database to 1962-2012 covering 69 countries. Our results support ELR's conclusion that, we fail to find any evidence that aid may promote growth even in the presence of sound polices, especially in the post-Cold War period, policy becomes irrelevant. This reiteration remains an important finding as policymakers continue to operate as it aid can be made effective if given under the 'right' conditions.
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Where i denotes countries, t denotes period, git is per capita real GDP growth, yit is natural logarithm of per capita real GDP, ait is international aid received relative to its total GDP, gt and at are fixed-time effects, 
